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essential nature, but are the marks with the help of which we
know it; they are incidental to our understanding of it. The
qualities of the Brahman do not logically follow from the nature
of the Brahman; but our thinking logically leads us to the Brah-
man. The concepts through which we understand the Brahman
are necessary for our understanding, but are not essential for the
Brahman. And because they do not logically express its nature,
they are said to be incidental
But now, it can be maintained that these marks are his tatastha-
laksanas or accidents, only if we can prove that the world is
Maya, that is, not real like the Brahman and not organically
related to it. For if it is real like the Brahman, it must naturally
be a parindma or transformation of it; and as transformation
affects the nature of the Brahman, creativity becomes its svarupa-
laksana, that is, a mark of its essential nature. But then, how are
we to know that the world is Maya? We cannot answer, "Because
creativity, etc., are only accidents." For, then, our position would
be that the world is Maya because creativity, etc., are accidents,
and these are accidents because the world is Maya. But this
anyonyasraya or mutual dependence of the two ideas is a fallacy
in logic; and unless we accept from the Sruti that the Brahman
without qualities is the only reality, we cannot prove that the
definition that the Brahman is the creator, etc., of the world, is
only a tatasthalaksana or a statement of accidents. But if we are
to proceed rationally, we have to prove that the world is Maya
first, and then conclude that the marks are only accidents. And
there is no dearth of independent arguments in Sankara's writings,
especially in his criticisms of the rival theories, both orthodox
and unorthodox, to show that the world is Maya. In the writings
of Sriharsa, Chitsukha, and Madhusudana, these arguments are
given a precise form and are made explicit. They are not abso-
lutely new to Western philosophy. Some of them are the same as
those found in Plato, Hegel, and Bradley.
VII
MAYA
If Maya means the not-real, is it not of negative character? That
is, is Avidya or Maya a bhdvapadartha or an abhavapadartha, a
positive or a negative category? On this question, there is no
difference of view in the Advaita schools. All assert that it is
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